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REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT, PLEASANT GROVE CITY 
NATURE OF THE CASE 
This is an appeal from a decision granting the respon-
dent's Motion for Summary Judgment. 
DISPOSITION IN LOWER COURT 
The Fourth Judicial District Court, Judge Allen B. 
Sorensen presiding, granted Respondent Utah County's Motion fer 
Summary Judgment on the issue of whether the appellant cit1es 
have a duty under Utah law to reimburse the respondent tor the 
costs incurred in housing violators of municipal ordinances 1n 
the county jail. The trial Court ruled that tne cities havP o lG'. 
to reimburse the County on the basis of Sec. Utah 
Annotated, (1953. as amended), and in rel1anc.- upon the ca>3,? ,J; 
Grand Forks County v. City of Grand Forks, 
NATURE OF FtELEF ::;QUGH':' IJ[i APFSAL 
The appellant seeks to have this 1:ourt re;•JPLJec the 
STATiMENT OF FACTS 
facts of this case are as set forth in the statement 
.f racts cGntained in Pleasant Grove City's original brief and in the 
Jrl£inal brief of appellants City of Orem and Payson City. 
ARGUMENT 
Appellant, Pleasant Grove City, hereby adopts and incorporates 
cy reference the Argument and Conclusion sections of the Reply Brief 
0f Appellants City of Orem and Payson City, as if fully set forth 
l1erein. Authority citation and Table of Contents references herein 
correspond with the Argument and Conclusion sections of the adopted 
:i:aterials. 
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